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Introduction 

On  October  5,  1995  the  Joint  Powers  Board  (JPB)  released  the  CalTrain  Downtown 
Extension  Design  Options  Screening  (DOS)  Report.  The  purpose  of  the  DOS  Report  is  to 
provide  the  public  and  decision-makers  with  the  information  they  need  to  narrow  the  design 
options  for  the  alternatives  being  analyzed  in  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement/Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIS/DEIR). 

The  JPB  will  use  the  information  in  the  DOS  Report,  along  with  public  input,  to  select  the 
design  option  for  each  decision.  There  are  eight  major  decisions  to  be  made  on  the  design 
options.  By  mixing  and  matching  design  options,  the  JPB  will  be  able  to  create  the 
"optimum"  CalTrain  downtown  San  Francisco  extension  alternatives  to  be  carried  forward 
for  further  refinement  and  environmental  analysis  in  the  DEIS/DEIR. 

During  October  and  November,  JPB  staff  have  made  many  presentations  and  participated 
in  several  public  meetings  on  the  project.  This  document  summarizes  critical  questions  raised 
at  those  meetings  and  presents  answers  to  them. 

General  Questions 

Funding  and  Project  Costs 

1.  What  is  the  CalTrain  Extension's  funding  program?  What  is  the  impact  of  the  Santa 
Clara  County  Measure  A  sales  tax  Supreme  Court  decision  on  the  project's  funding? 

The  objective  during  October,  November  and  December  is  to  define  the  specific  project 
at  a  level  that  allows  reasonable  confidence  in  the  cost  estimate.  During  the  next  few- 
months,  a  detailed  funding  plan  will  be  developed  for  the  project. 

With  the  Supreme  Court's  decision  on  Santa  Clara  County's  local  transportation  sales 
tax,  the  amount  of  local  money  available  for  the  project  is  reduced;  therefore,  decision- 
makers should  be  conscious  of  capital  costs  when  they  are  choosing  which  design  options 
to  include  and  exclude. 
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2.  How  much  would  an  underground  pedestrian  concourse  from  Market/Beale  to  the  new 
CalTrain  terminal  station  cost?  Could  it  be  eliminated  from  the  project  to  reduce  the 
overall  costs? 

The  underground  passageway  would  cost  approximately  $20  million  from  the  Market 
Mission/Beale  Station  site  and  approximately  $30  million  from  the  Transbay  Terminal 
site.  The  passageways  would  be  constructed  with  high  quality  design  and  materials  and 
include  moving  sidewalks  in  both  direction  connecting  the  CalTrain  station  with  the 
BART/Muni  Embarcadero  Station.  The  Transbay  Terminal  site  underground  walkway 
would  cost  more  because  it  is  approximately  50%  longer  than  the  Market/Beale  station 
walkway. 

The  underground  connection  could  be  removed  from  the  project  to  reduce  the  cost; 
however,  staff  recommends  that  it  be  included  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  as  an  option  which 
could  later  be  removed  if  it  could  not  be  funded. 


3.  Why  does  CalTrain  need  to  purchase  25  additional  passenger  cars?  Could  this  purchase 
be  delayed  to  reduce  the  cost  of  the  project?  Could  the  existing  fleet  be  used  more 
efficiently  to  reduce  the  cost  of  the  project? 

Initial  CalTrain  Year  2010  ridership  estimates  (with  a  new  downtown  terminal),  which 
are  approximately  double  today's  average  weekday  ridership  of  22,500,  suggest  the  need 
for  approximately  25  additional  passenger  cars.  Staff  has  instructed  the  consultant  team 
to  re-evaluate  the  need  for  these  cars  and  to  investigate  options  for  utilizing  the  existing 
fleet  more  efficiently.  This  analysis  is  currently  being  completed.  If  fewer  cars  are 
needed,  the  cost  of  the  project  can  be  reduced. 

4.  What  would  be  the  cost  of  adding  high  speed  rail  facilities  to  each  of  the  station 
alternatives? 

It  is  outside  the  current  scope  of  the  project  to  estimate  the  cost  of  adding  high  speed 
rail  facilities  to  each  of  the  station  alternatives.  However,  it  would  be  less  expensive  to 
add  two  tracks  to  the  Transbay  Terminal  alternatives  than  to  the  Market/Beale 
alternatives  because,  with  careful  design,  six  tracks  can  be  built  within  the  existing 
Transbay  Terminal  footprint  plus  an  additional  12-20  feet  under  (or  over)  Natoma  Street. 
The  two  additional  tracks  could  be  used  for  high  speed  rail  service.  . 

Staff  agrees  that  a  six-track  terminal  should  be  evaluated  as  well  as  a  four-track  ter  minal 
Therefore  if  the  JPB  agrees,  the  DEIS/DEIR  will  include  a  design  option  for  six  tracks 
at  the  Transbay  Terminal  site.    The  analysis  will  include  the  additional  costs  and 
environmental  impacts  of  constructing  the  terminal  with  six  tracks. 
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5.  Could  the  CalTrain  platforms  be  reduced  in  length  from  1,000  feet?  What  impact  would 
this  have  on  the  project? 

The  JPB  has  adopted  a  standard  train  platform  length  for  CalTrain  of  1,000  feet. 
Therefore  this  length  was  used  in  developing  conceptual  designs  for  the  downtown 
extension  terminal.  CalTrain  currently  operates  four-to-five  car  trains  in  daily  service  as 
well  as  several  longer  (ten  car)  trains  for  special  events  (Garlic  Train,  World  Cup).  After 
the  downtown  extension  is  completed,  the  increased  patronage  would  require 
approximately  seven-car  peak-hour  trains.  JPB  staff  would  like  to  preserve  the  ability  to 
operate  ten-car  trains  in  the  future. 

JPB  staff  is  recommending  that  the  JPB  consider  reducing  the  length  of  the  platform  to 
the  minimum  necessary  to  accommodate  ten  85-foot  long  passenger  cars.  If  the  JPB 
agrees  with  the  staff  recommendation,  shorter  platform  lengths  will  be  used  in  developing 
the  station  plans  for  the  DEIS/DEIR  analysis. 

Reducing  the  length  of  the  platform  would  reduce  the  cost  and  environmental  impacts 
of  the  terminal  somewhat.  The  consultant  team  has  been  instructed  to  estimate  the  cost 
savings  for  this  reduction.  The  cost  of  the  underground  terminal  at  the  Transbay 
Terminal  site  would  be  reduced  more  than  the  Market/Beale  alternatives  because  the 
reduction  in  length  could  mean  that  the  terminal  itself  would  not  have  to  cross  Beale 
Street,  and  therefore  less  shoring  would  be  necessary  for  the  201  Mission  Building 
(Pacific  Gateway)  foundations.  There  would  also  be  less  traffic  impact  because  Beale 
Street  would  be  less  affected  by  construction. 

The  urban  design  impacts  of  the  aerial  Transbay  Terminal  alternative  would  also  be 
reduced  by  reducing  the  length  of  the  CalTrain  platforms.  In  this  case  the  train  terminal 
would  not  need  to  cross  Beale  Street.  However,  the  terminal's  bus  deck  would  still  need 
to  cross  Beale  Street  unless  fewer  bus  spaces  were  to  be  provided. 

6.  Are  there  any  other  ways  of  reducing  the  cost  of  the  downtown  extension? 

The  consultant  team  has  been  asked  to  develop  a  list  of  suggested  cost  reductions.  These 
will  be  included  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  analysis. 
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General  Questions 


7.  What  are  the  next  steps  in  the  Study?  When  is  the  earliest  that  the  CalTrain  extension 
could  be  operational? 

The  following  schedule  assumes  best  case  preparation  and  approval  of  documents  as  well 
as  all  necessary  funding  is  available: 

Approve  final  list  of  design  options  to  include  in  DEIS/DEIRDecember  7,  1995 


DEIS/DEIR  available  for  public  review  July/August  1996 

JPB  acts  on  DEIS/DEIR  September  1996 

Preparation  of  FEIS/FEIR  begins    October  1996 

JPB  acts  on  FEIS/FEIR   April  1997 

Preliminary  Engineering    1-1/2  Years 

Final  Engineering   1-1/2  Years 

Construction   4  Years 


Assuming  that  financing  is  available,  the  extension  could  begin  operations  approximately 
seven  years  after  preliminary  engineering  for  the  project  begins  in  1997. 

8.  How  can  the  connection  between  CalTrain  and  the  airport  be  improved  over  the  planned 
BART/CalTrain  Millbrae  station  transfer? 

The  JPB  has  issued  a  Request  For  Proposals  to  complete  a  feasibility  study  for  an 
Airport  Light  Rail  System  (ALRS)  -  CalTrain  connection.  This  connection  would  enable 
CalTrain  passengers  to  reach  their  airport  worksites  and  terminals  with  only  one  transfer 
to  the  airport's  light  rail  system.  This  will  be  a  significant  improvement  over  the  two- 
transfer,  CalTrain  to  BART  Shuttle  to  ALRS  currently  proposed  as  part  of  the  BART  - 
CalTrain  Millbrae  intermodal  station. 

Geotechnical  Recommendations 


9.  What  is  the  source  of  the  geotechnical  recommendations  described  in  the  DOS  Report? 
The  recommendations  in  the  report  seem  to  reject  the  mined  tunnel  construction 
techniques  too  strongly? 

A  very  significant  amount  of  geotechnical  investigation  has  been  carried  out  for  this 
study.  The  information  obtained  in  this  investigation  indicates  that  geological  conditions 
in  the  project  area  make  tunneling  difficult  ~  not  impossible,  but  difficult.  This  is 
especially  true  of  the  long  tunnel  alignment  to  the  Market/Mission/Beale  site.  The 
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study's  geotechnical  consultants  therefore  recommend  that  tunneling  be  minimized.  On 
the  other  hand,  from  the  perspective  of  surface  disruption,  tunneling  is  less  intrusive  than 
other  methods  of  underground  construction  (such  as  cut-and-cover). 

The  project's  consultant  team  have  met  with  affected  residents  and  property-owners  in 
the  South  Beach  area  to  begin  the  process  of  developing  a  construction  technique  and 
north/south  alignment  to  the  Transbay  Terminal  site  that  will  be  safe  and  efficient  while 
protecting  the  neighborhood's  livability.  JPB  staff  believes  that  we  can  develop  such  a 
method. 

This  is  the  first  example  of  what  will  be  a  continuing  process  of  working  with  the  public 
throughout  the  planning,  design  and  construction  of  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension. 
Only  by  working  closely  with  affected  neighborhoods  will  the  project  be  successful. 

10.      Do  you  have  enough  tracks  in  the  tunnel  to  operate  CalTrain  in  the  future? 

Yes.  Train  simulations  run  for  the  study  indicate  that  two  tracks  with  proper  railroad 
signalization  will  be  sufficient  for  operating  CalTrain  and  intercity  /high  speed  rail  service 
into  the  foreseeable  future. 


11.  What  impact  will  the  extension  have  on  Peninsula  stations  (e.g.  access)? 

Increased  ridership  on  CalTrain  will  cause  increased  demand  for  parking  and  other 
access  to  CalTrain's  Peninsula  stations.  A  complete  analysis  of  these  impacts  and 
possible  mitigation  measures  will  be  included  in  the  DEIS/DEIR. 

12.  Why  is  the  JPB  only  modeling  60  and  86  daily  trains? 

The  JPB  is  using  patronage  modeling  data  provided  by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Commission  (MTC),  the  Bay  Area's  Metropolitan  Planning  Organization.  The  federal 
government  requires  that  the  MTC's  model  be  used  to  calculate  certain  data  for  studies 
such  as  the  downtown  extension  study. 

MTC  has  modeled  60  and  86-train  schedules  to  evaluate  existing  CalTrain  service  and 
substantially  improved  service  (86-trains/weekday).  The  86-train  schedule  would  provide 
trains  every  7.5  minutes  in  the  peak  commute  direction  and  every  15  minutes  in  the  non- 
peak  commute  direction  during  peak  hours,  and  every  30  minutes  during  the  midday  and 
evening  hours.  This  is  a  very  high  level  of  commuter  rail  service,  and  adding  any  more 
trains  would  probably  have  very  little  affect  on  daily  ridership  levels.  In  addition,  it  is 
unlikely  that  the  JPB's  financial  resources  would  permit  them  to  operate  any  more  thin 
86  trains  per  weekday.  Both  the  federal  government  and  MTC  require  the  JPB  to 
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demonstrate  its  financial  capacity  to  operate  and  maintain  a  given  level  of  CalTrain 
service  in  order  for  it  to  be  considered  a  "real"  alternative  to  be  included  in  the 
DEIS/DEIR. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  San  Mateo  County  is  developing  a  more  detailed  patronage 
model  for  the  county  and  the  CalTrain  line.  Results  of  this  model  (with  tests  of  different 
operating  scenarios)  will  be  incorporated  into  the  next  stages  of  the  analysis  to  obtain  a 
better  understanding  of  patronage. 

13.      Is  a  four-track  terminal  sufficient  to  meet  CalTrain's  needs  in  the  future? 

The  train  simulation  modeling  performed  for  this  study  shows  that  a  four-track  terminal 
is  sufficient  to  meet  CalTrain's  needs  for  up-to  10  peak-hour,  peak-direction  trains  and 
5  peak-hour,  non-peak-direction  trains. 

As  with  all  terminals,  the  more  tracks  available,  the  better.  As  many  members  of  the 
public  noted,  the  Transbay  Terminal  originally  contained  six  tracks  and  they  believe  that 
the  site  should  be  able  to  accommodate  six  tracks  for  a  modest  amount  of  money  more 
than  four  tracks.  Staff  agrees  that  this  should  be  studied  in  more  detail.  Therefore,  in  the 
DEIS/DEIR  analysis,  the  costs  and  engineering  needed  to  provide  six  tracks  at  the 
Transbay  Terminal  site  alternative  will  be  evaluated,  with  the  goal  of  obtaining  sufficient 
funds  to  build  a  six-track  terminal. 


14.  Why  are  the  costs  for  the  bus  terminal  and  loops  shown  in  DOS  Report  Table  2? 
Showing  the  costs  here  inflate  the  costs  of  the  project?  Is  the  report  saying  that  the 
JPB  would  be  responsible  for  paying  for  a  new  bus  terminal  and  ramps? 

Costs  for  the  bus  terminal  and  ramp  reconstruction  are  included  in  the  DOS  Report  as 
a  matter  of  public  information.  JPB  staff  do  not  believe  that  the  CalTrain  project  will  be 
required  to  pay  the  costs  for  the  bus  terminal  project. 

15.  Where  will  the  transfer  between  Muni  Metro  on  the  Bayshore  Corridor  and  CalTrain 
occur?  Where  will  Muni  Metro  and  CalTrain  connect  in  Mission  Bay? 

Plans  for  the  Muni  Metro  extension  on  the  Bayshore  corridor  have  not  been  completed, 
but  there  could  be  a  connection  at  CalTrain's  existing  Bayshore  Station  (just  across  the 
county  line  in  Brisbane)  as  well  as  a  connection  at  a  CalTrain  subway  station  at  Thud 
and  Townsend  streets,  should  such  a  station  be  built.  Current  designs  would  allow  for  the 
addition  of  a  future  CalTrain  Mission  Bay  station,  but  this  intermediate  station  is  not 
included  in  the  current  capital  cost  estimates.  (Also  see  response  to  Question  #18). 


A:\QAA-DOS  l.WPD 


6 


November  22.  1995 


CalTrain  would  connect  to  the  existing  Muni  Metro  at  Fourth  and  King  streets  once  the 
Muni  Metro  extension  is  complete  (late  next  year). 

Decision  1:  East-West  Alignment 

16.  Why  not  remain  on  the  surface  through  the  existing  CalTrain  yard  and  enter  cut  and 
cover  tunnel  at  Fourth  Street? 

As  a  result  of  this  question  and  questions  from  Catellus,  the  major  property  owner  along 
the  East-West  alignment,  the  JPB's  consultants  developed  several  ideas  for  reducing 
the  construction  impacts  and  cost  for  the  Townsend  Street  alignment.  Subsequently,  staff 
met  with  Catellus  to  discuss  these  possibilities.  There  are  three  basic  approaches.  None 
of  these  approaches  would  require  a  permanent  taking  of  any  Catellus  property  along 
Townsend  Street  between  Fourth  and  Third  streets  ~  a  key  Catellus  concern.  However, 
they  will  most  likely  require  use  of  some  Catellus  property  along  Townsend  to  the  west 
of  Fourth  street. 

The  first  Townsend  Street  alignment  option,  the  short  subway  alignment,  described  in 
the  Design  Options  Screening  (DOS)  Report,  would  place  CalTrain  in  the  middle  of 
Townsend  Street  at  approximately  Sixth  Street  where  it  would  transition  underground. 
The  portal  would  be  between  Fifth  and  Fourth  streets.  This  alignment  option  would 
require  taking  Catellus  property  between  Sixth  and  Fourth  to  widen  Townsend  Street. 
The  exact  dimension  of  the  taking  would  depend  upon  the  dimensions  of  the  street, 
sidewalks  and  landscaping  areas  as  required  by  the  City  of  San  Francisco. 

The  second  Townsend  Street  alignment  option,  the  long  subway  alignment,  also 
described  in  the  DOS  Report,  would  place  CalTrain  underground  at  Seventh  and  Bern 
streets.  CalTrain  would  be  located  under  Townsend  Street  between  Sixth  and  Third 
streets  and  no  Catellus  property  would  be  required  in  this  area.  This  option  would  cost 
approximately  $93  million  more  than  the  short  subway  option  discussed  above. 

The  third  Townsend  Street  alignment  option,  South  of  Townsend  Street  Transition,  was 
developed  by  the  JPB's  consultants  following  completion  of  the  DOS  Report.  In  this 
option,  CalTrain  would  remain  on  the  north  side  of  the  JPB's  existing  permanent 
easement  and  transition  underground  between  Sixth  and  Fourth  Streets.  The 
underground  transition  structure  would  remain  out  of  Townsend  Street.  Once 
completely  underground,  the  tunnel  would  move  north  under  Townsend  Street  and 
would  be  completely  under  Townsend  Street  at  Fourth  Street,  so  it  would  not  require 
taking  any  Catellus  property  on  Townsend  between  Fourth  and  Third  streets. 

This  third  option  would  reduce  construction  impacts  along  Townsend  street.  1  [owevei 
it  would  require  use  of  some  Catellus  property  along  the  south  side  of  Townsend  Street 


AAQ&A-DOSl.WPD 


7 


November  22,  1995 


between  Fourth  and  Sixth  streets.  The  exact  location  of  the  portal  could  be  negotiated 
with  Catellus  to  maximize  the  ability  to  develop  this  parcel. 

Staff  is  meeting  with  Catellus  to  review  the  various  alignment  options.  The  JPB's 
current  recommendation  is  to  analyze  all  three  options  in  the  DEIS/DEIR. 

17.  Can  businesses  that  will  benefit  from  reduced  traffic  impacts  of  the  long  subway  be 
asked  to  pay  a  share  of  the  additional  cost  for  the  long  subway  (e.g.  Catellus)? 

Yes,  but  this  would  mean  negotiating  an  agreement  with  Catellus.  The  agreement  would 
need  to  include  benefits  for  both  Catellus  and  the  JPB.  The  JPB  would  benefit  from 
having  the  train  placed  underground.  Catellus  could  benefit  from  having  land  above 
CalTrain  for  development.  However,  at  present  there  is  not  a  strong  market  for 
development,  so  Catellus  may  not  want  to  develop  the  CalTrain  property  for  some  time. 

18.  Why  isn't  a  station  at  Mission  Bay  included  in  the  project?  Why  doesn't  Catellus  pay 
for  a  station  at  Mission  Bay? 

The  existing  plans  have  been  developed  to  allow  for  the  future  construction  of  a  subway 
station  at  Mission  Bay  (on  Townsend  Street  between  Fourth  and  Third  streets). 
Following  meetings  with  Catellus,  this  station  has  been  designed  to  eliminate  the  need 
for  taking  any  Catellus  property  on  Townsend  Street  between  Third  and  Fourth  streets. 

As  part  of  the  effort  to  reduce  project  costs  and  yet  provide  the  best  possible  CalTrain 
service,  the  consultant  team  is  evaluating  the  cost  of  providing  a  simple  surface  station 
adjacent  to  Townsend  Street  between  Sixth  and  Fifth  streets.  This  station  would  be 
inexpensive  and  could  serve  the  Mission  Bay  area.  The  consultant  team  is  also 
evaluating  the  cost  for  the  Mission  Bay  subway  station  (between  Fourth  and  Third 
streets)  as  well  as  the  impacts  of  not  constructing  the  alignment  to  accommodate  a 
subway  station  in  Mission  Bay.  The  DEIS/DEIR  will  include  an  analysis  of  these  Mission 
Bay  station  options. 

Catellus  or  other  property  developers  could  be  asked  to  pay  all  or  part  of  the  costs  for 
a  station  in  the  Mission  Bay  area.  Again,  this  would  need  to  be  negotiated  as  part  of  a 
development  agreement  or  be  required  as  a  mitigation  measure  for  a  development 
project.  However,  the  very  high  cost  for  a  subway  station  makes  it  unlikely  thai 
developer  contributions  could  fund  the  entire  station. 
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Decision  3:  Transbay  Terminal  Site:  North/South  Alignment 


19.  Why  do  the  five  properties/buildings  located  at  55  Natoma,  530  Howard,  540  Howard, 
546  Howard  and  60  Tehama  streets  need  to  be  taken  in  the  Transbay  Terminal  site 
station  alternatives? 

Pieces  of  these  properties  may  be  needed  to  enable  CalTrain  vehicles  to  navigate  the 
curve  into  the  Transbay  Terminal.  The  exact  amount  of  property  taking  would  be  small 
and  property  owners  would  be  compensated  for  the  taking.  Details  will  be  developed 
as  part  of  the  DEIS/DEIR. 

Decision  4:  Market/Beale  Station  Configuration 

20.  Will  CalTrain  ridership  figures  (DOS  Table  1)  for  the  Market/Beale  Terminal  be 
affected  by  the  three  terminal  configurations  (i.e.  will  the  terminal  option  with  4  tracks 
at  Market  Street  have  a  different  ridership  from  the  other  options  which  have  some  or 
all  the  tracks  terminating  at  Mission  street)? 

The  JPB's  consultants  have  completed  an  analysis  that  shows  that  the  average  walking 
time  from  a  Market/Beale  station  to  the  final  destination  of  CalTrain  passengers  would 
increase  by  less  than  one  minute  by  moving  the  tracks  to  south  of  Mission  Street 
(assuming  that  the  project  includes  an  underground  concourse  to  Market  Street  with 
moving  sidewalks  and  considering  the  fact  that  all  tracks  at  the  terminal  would  be 
located  on  one  level  instead  of  two).  A  time  difference  this  small  would  lead  to  only  a 
small  reduction  in  patronage  for  the  station  design  options  located  south  of  Mission 
Street. 


Decision  5:  Transbay  Terminal  Station  Configuration 

21.  Why  are  there  only  four  tracks  shown  at  the  Transbay  Terminal  site  options  when  the 
original  terminal  had  six  tracks? 

See  answer  to  question  11.  CalTrain's  foreseeable  needs  have  been  determined  \o 
require  only  four  tracks.  JPB  staff  is  recommending  that  a  six  track  terminal  be  studied 
for  the  Transbay  Terminal  site  alternative  in  the  DEIS/DEIR. 
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Decision  6:  Locally  Preferred  Terminal  Location 

22.  Which  terminal  alternative  is  best  for  high  speed  rail? 

From  a  cost  standpoint,  it  will  probably  be  less  expensive  to  add  sufficient  tracks  for 
possible  intercity  high  speed  rail  trains  to  the  Transbay  Terminal  site  stations. 
Furthermore,  it  will  be  very  difficult  to  provide  enough  space  to  enable  adding  tracks 
at  the  Market/Beale  Alternative  2A  for  high  speed  rail  service. 

Decision  7:  Mode  of  Propulsion 

23.  What  are  the  component  costs  for  electrification? 

The  JPB's  consultants  have  developed  a  memorandum  that  presents  a  full  analysis  of 
the  costs  for  electrification..  In  summary,  the  cost  of  full  electrification  is  approximately 
$235  million;  this  is  approximately  $210  million  more  than  clean  diesel  or  liquefied 
natural  gas  technologies. 

24.  Why  does  the  electrified  system  cost  more  to  operate  than  the  diesel  system?  What  is 
the  difference  between  the  1992  Caltrans  Electrification  Study  which  showed  that  an 
electric  system  would  be  cheaper  to  operate  than  a  diesel  system  even  at  66  daily  train 
level  of  service? 

Electrification  costs  more  to  operate  because  the  electric  delivery  system  (wires  and 
substations)  must  be  maintained.  Electric  locomotives  require  less  maintenance  than 
diesel  locomotives  so  there  are  savings  for  locomotive  maintenance,  but  these  savings 
do  not  compensate  for  the  increased  cost  of  maintaining  the  electrical  distribution 
system  at  levels  of  60  or  86  trains  per  day. 

Several  members  of  the  public  commented  that  an  earlier  report  on  electrification 
(prepared  for  Caltrans  by  Morrison-Knudson  in  1992)  showed  that  even  at  60  trains  per 
day,  operating  and  maintenance  (O  &  M)  costs  for  an  electrified  system  were  less  than 
for  a  diesel  system.  Staff  requested  that  consultants  re-evaluate  costs  based  on  the 
public's  comments.  The  consultants  found,  first,  that  an  error  had  been  made  in  the 
current  study's  electric  O  &  M  costs  so  that  instead  of  electrification  being 
approximately  $3  million  more  expensive  than  diesel  at  60  trains/day,  it  is  only  $1.2 
million  more  (at  86  trains/day  it's  only  about  $1.0  million  more  than  diesel). 

Second,  the  consultants  found  that  the  earlier  Morrison-Knudson  study  had  assumed  an 
increase  in  passengers  (and  fare  revenues)  due  to  electrification  that  compensated  foi 
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the  increased  electrification  operating  costs.  While  this  may  or  may  not  turn  out  to  be 
true,  it  is  not  true  that  O  &  M  costs  for  electrification  are  less  than  O  &  M  costs  for 
diesel  at  these  levels  of  train  service. 


25.  Can  Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District  or  Muni  catenary  maintenance  equipment  and 
personnel  be  shared  with  CalTrain  to  reduce  the  cost  of  maintaining  electrified 
CalTrain  line? 

No.  First,  it  is  unlikely  that  Santa  Clara  County  or  Muni  have  workers  available  for 
maintaining  the  CalTrain  line  (even  if  they  did  they  would  charge  the  JPB  for  their 
services).  Second,  railroad  work  rules  developed  by  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration 
are  different  from  transit  system  work  rules,  so  the  Santa  Clara  County  and  Muni 
workers  would  need  new  certification  to  legally  work  on  an  electrified  railroad.  Finally, 
the  Santa  Clara  County  and  Muni  traction  power  systems  utilize  low  voltage  DC  and  not 
25,000  volt  AC,  and  therefore  their  training  and  equipment  would  not  be  fully 
compatible  with  the  CalTrain  electrification. 

26.  Will  electrification  preclude  the  use  of  diesel  trains  using  the  underground  extension? 

If  the  JPB  chooses  to  electrify  the  tunnel,  then  the  high  capacity  ventilation  system 
necessary  to  operate  diesel  engines  will  not  be  built.  Therefore,  diesel  trains  will  not  be 
able  to  use  the  tunnel,  however,  these  trains  could  be  pulled  into  the  station  using 
electric  switch  engines. 

27.  Can  catenary  be  replaced  with  new  technology  which  buries  electric  suppl\ 
underground? 

No,  these  types  of  systems  have  not  been  proven  in  large  scale  railroad  applications. 

28.  Dual  mode  technology  is  untested,  why  would  you  consider  implementing  this? 

The  reason  CalTrain  would  consider  using  dual-mode  is  because  electrification  is  clear!) 
the  preference  for  operating  the  tunnel  and  underground  station,  but  it  is  very  expensive 
to  electrify  the  entire  77-mile  line  from  San  Francisco  to  Gilroy,  Dual  mode  was 
evaluated  to  see  if  it  could  reduce  the  cost  of  the  project. 

Unfortunately,  there  is  no  existing  dual  mode  locomotive  for  the  type  of  system 
CalTrain  is  considering.  Modern  electric  railroads  use  25,000-volt  AC  because  11 
minimizes  electric  losses  in  power  transmission,  minimizes  the  amount  of  coppei 
(expensive)  in  the  catenary  system,  and  reduces  the  number  of  substations.  Cuncnth 
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dual  mode  locomotives  exist  only  for  600-volt  DC  systems  operating  in  New  York  City 
but  not  for  25,000-volt  AC  systems.  Therefore,  if  CalTrain  were  to  select  the  dual  mode 
propulsion  option  and  25,000-volt  AC  system,  then  CalTrain  would  have  to  embark  on 
a  program  to  develop  unique  dual  mode  locomotives. 

Staff  recommends  against  the  25,000  volt  AC  dual  mode  option  because  of  the  need  to 
develop  a  unique  new  locomotive,  and  more  importantly  because  the  cost  for  full 
electrification  is  only  $60  million  more  than  the  dual  mode  option.  If  CalTrain  is  going 
to  spend  $175  million  on  dual  mode,  it  makes  sense  to  spend  the  extra  $60  million  to 
obtain  the  benefits  of  full  system  electrification  along  the  entire  route.  However,  staff 
will  recommend  that  the  consultant  evaluate  other  electrification  options  as  part  of  the 
DEIS/DEIR  since  all  other  forms  of  propulsion  appear  infeasible. 

29.  Is  clean  diesel  technology  currently  in  use  on  railroad  locomotives  anywhere? 

No,  and  that  is  one  reason  staff  recommends  against  the  clean  diesel  alternative. 

30.  Why  is  liquid  natural  gas  the  same  cost  as  clean  diesel? 

The  higher  cost  of  converting  locomotives  to  liquid  natural  gas  is  offset  by  the  lower 
costs  for  tunnel  and  station  ventilation  associated  with  LNG  locomotive  operation. 

Decision  8:  Storage  Yard  Location 


31.  What  impact  would  the  proposed  Mission  Bay  CalTrain  storage  yard  facility  have  on 
Muni's  current  plans  for  an  extension  and  the  Muni  Metro  East  light  rail  maintenance 
yard? 

The  JPB  will  mitigate  any  impacts  that  the  proposed  CalTrain  storage  yard  would  have 
on  the  current  plans  for  the  proposed  Muni  Metro  East  yard.  However,  staff  is 
recommending  that  additional  CalTrain  storage  yard  design  options  be  developed  at  the 
16th  &  1-280  site  which  would  eliminate  or  minimize  the  potential  impacts  of  that  the 
Mission  Bay  CalTrain  yard  might  have  on  the  proposed  Muni  Metro  East  facility  by 
utilizing  only  existing  CalTrain  right-of-way. 
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32.  What  impact  does  the  Mission  Bay  storage  yard  have  on  plans  for  a  16th  Street 
underpass? 

No  new  CalTrain  track  crossings  or  train  movements  across  16th  Street  will  be  required 
for  any  of  the  CalTrain  Mission  Bay  storage  yard  alternatives.  Therefore,  the  CalTrain 
project  will  not  require  a  grade  crossing  at  16th  Street. 

33.  Will  there  be  any  maintenance  functions  performed  at  the  planned  storage  yard? 

There  will  only  be  car  cleaning  and  very  light  maintenance.  All  heavy  maintenance  will 
be  performed  at  the  San  Jose  Pullman  Way  maintenance  facility. 
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